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This thesis examines the role of ruling class white womanhood at historically white universities 
in the South. I analyze how this identity is instrumental in maintaining political, economic, and 
social structures of patriarchal white supremacy at the institution. To interrogate this subject, I 
ask: how does owning class white womanhood serve patriarchal white supremacist state 
institutional power at historically white universities in the South? I ground this question’s 
importance in historical geographies of white women spreading white supremacist violence 
through the realm of education. I look at histories of imperial settler colonial white women 
schoolteachers, the United Daughter of the Confederacy’s (UDC) campaigns in schools, pro-
segregationist white woman who fought to keep schools segregated, the weaponization of white 
womanhood’s “sanctity” in the Wilmington Massacre of 1898, and a short history of the 
university’s foundation and reliance on white supremacy for its sustenance and continued 
existence. I focus my research on ex-chancellor Carol Folt who served as a university leader 
from 2013-2019 as a case study. I do a discursive analysis of chancellor Carol Folt’s messages 
and speeches to the public found in archival data. Analysis of Folt’s language demonstrates 
persisting key characteristics of white womanhood’s violence throughout history in education. 
Two key ways in which such violence is enacted is through: (1) saviorisim in university diversity 
initiatives without changing structurally racist conditions of the institution, and (2) manipulation 
of loving and caring language centered around safety that evades responsibility to making anti-
racist structural change. This analysis offers insight into the violent and oppressive ways white 
women continue to enact and uphold structural and interpersonal white supremacy through the 













































(Comm. Landscapes of NC) 
 
In the image above is a plaque on the front of Confederate war monument, “Silent Sam” 
that reigned over the campus of the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill (UNC) since its 
erection in 1913 by the United Daughters of the Confederacy (UDC). The group is an 
organization of white women organizing to honor and memorialize the confederacy 
(Tobolowsky 2018). I open this thesis with the above image to visually ground the concentration 
of my research: white womanhood as an arbiter of patriarchal white supremacy through the 
realm of higher education. I first will explain the significance of white womanhood in the history 
of this statue to connect its historical narrative with my research question. Then, I will explain 
the political context and choice of the case study for this research. Lastly, I will outline the 
framework the thesis follows to prove white womanhood’s connection to upholding white 
supremacy through education.  
	 6 
The UDC argued the purpose of the statue was to honor UNC-Chapel Hill white male 
students who left school to join confederate war efforts (Lennon 2019). While much focus of 
public debate centers on the figure, “Sam”, a male confederate soldier standing armed above, 
such discourse overlooks the role of white womanhood and its profound role in the debate over 
the future of the statue on campus. Indeed, it was white women who proposed Sam’s erection; it 
was white women who were central characters in the narrative told at Sam’s unveiling; and it is a 
white woman who is the most prominent character on Sam’s plaque. The UDC is commonly 
known for proposing and erecting statues of confederate veterans across the country after the 
civil war under the guise of memorializing fallen soldiers to promote white supremacy (Cox 
2003). However, what is less known and proves more concretely the white supremacist ideology 
of the organization is its ties with the Klu Klux Klan (KKK). During the same time period of 
Silent Sam’s erection, the early 1900s, members of the UDC were also prominent in authority of 
the KKK. For example, UDC member and Klan leader Laura Martin Rose wrote pieces for 
schoolchildren on the KKK as “saviors of the white south” to be disseminated and taught in 
southern schools (Cox 2003, 107).  
Given that the UDC proposed the statue, much of the speech centered the value of white 
womanhood to the confederacy. Julian Carr, a white supremacist confederate veteran and UNC 
trustee, spoke at the unveiling of his admiration for the confederacy, the triumphs of the white 
Anglo-Saxon race, and the courage and sanctity of white women. He promoted racial violence 
towards Black members of the community on the grounds of protecting the virtue of white 
women. For example, he gloated infamously of terrorizing and abusing a Black woman for 
speaking to a white woman in Chapel Hill when he wrote:  
One hundred yards from where we stand, less than ninety days perhaps after my return 
from Appomattox, I horse-whipped a negro wench until her skirts hung in shreds, 
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because upon the streets of this quiet village she had publicly insulted and maligned a 
Southern lady, and then rushed for protection to these University buildings where was 
stationed a garrison of 100 Federal soldiers. I performed the pleasing duty in the 
immediate presence of the entire garrison, and for thirty nights afterwards slept with a 
double-barrel shot gun under my head (Tobolowsky 2018). 
 
The text demonstrates how the purity of the white “Southern lady” rests on the ability of the 
white man to exploit, abuse and violate the Black woman.  
Lastly, I examine the imagery, which is most encapsulating of the focus of this thesis. 
The plaque depicts, as the website, Commemorative Landscapes of North Carolina with the 
Documentary of South writes, “a woman clad in classical dress, representing North Carolina, 
resting her hand on the shoulder of a seated student, convincing him to take up arms (Comm. 
Landscapes of NC, n.d.).” An important detail in this description is the portrayal of the white 
man looking upwards towards the white woman for guidance. Her royal wear with a sword 
pointing downwards and hand placed on his shoulder invokes a moral authority and 
righteousness she possesses over him. This representation and invocation of white womanhood’s 
righteousness over students is central to this research.  
Since the 19th century, education has been a feminized practice in which middle and 
ruling class white women wield the power of righteousness and moral authority to allegedly 
spread justice and knowledge to others, be it their white children or students, or Indigenous, 
Black, and other communities of color (Bauer 2017, 34). Inextricable from this history is how 
white womanhood performs similar righteousness to uphold white supremacist, settler colonial 
violence today. This benevolent, virtuous and so-called kinder form of colonial violence 
manifests in myriad ways: non-profits/NGOs, voluntourism in Global South countries, K-12 
teaching in communities of color, etc. (Bauer 2017, 40). This research will expand this analysis 
to study how ruling class white women at historically white universities enact and uphold such 
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forms of violence in the South1. Central to my research is the question: How does ruling class 
white womanhood serve patriarchal white supremacist state institutional power at historically 
white universities in the South? To answer this question, I examine language through a 
discursive analysis and case study of chancellor Carol Folt during her term in leadership from 
2013 to 2019.  
I choose Carol Folt as the subject of my analysis on multiple accounts. Namely, that she 
was the first woman as chancellor of the university, and was not from the South, instead from 
Ohio, thus distancing herself from Southern histories of racism at the institution. At the 
beginning of her term in 2013, Folt was widely admired by the public for her commitment to the 
well-being of Carolina students. While public perception of her became more critical throughout 
her term due to her inaction and dismissiveness towards Black students and other students of 
color, which I will show in Chapter 4, she was still praised and even honored for how she 
handled racist issues on campus. According to the Los Angeles (LA) Times, and other dominant 
media narratives, Folt “championed the removing of the statue from its central location,” instead 
of those who were committed to decades of Black freedom movement struggle and student anti-
racist organizing, which led to its toppling in August 2018 (Times Staff 2019; Purifoy 2018).  
Even more, Folt is significant for the political moment in which she served. On campus, 
Folt came into her position in the wake of an academic scandal that gained national media 
coverage.2 Black led protests against police brutality abrupted and spread through the country 
 
1 I contextualize this inquiry on the historical geographical location of the South because it is where the rise of 
chattel slavery was centered. Yet, the dominant white historical narrative of the South omits the tremendous violent 
and lasting impact of the plantation society on the white supremacist social order today (Cook 2016). 
2	The academic scandal entails an investigation of “fake classes” in the Afro and Afro-American (AAAD) Studies 
Department that were offered for nearly two decades and in which 47.6% of registered students in these classes were 
athletes. More information can be found in interviews of students in the Real Silent Sam coalition and reports in the 




after the murder of Trayvon Martin in 2012 (Ransby 2018, 29). White supremacist, Dylann Roof, 
in 2015, killed nine Black members of a church in South Carolina. After the mass murder, 
increased protests ignited nationwide, and particularly in the South, confronting the persistence 
of racist, confederate values.  Organizers and activists rallied around confederate monuments all 
over the country (Strickland 2018). Building off of decades of Black freedom struggle at UNC, 
students protested Silent Sam and buildings named after confederate and KKK leaders. The 
conservative North Carolina legislature passed a bill that outlawed the removal of “objects of 
remembrance” from public property tightening the legal abilities to remove confederate statues 
in 2015 (Lovelady 2017). Protest continued through the South and the country, and in 2017 in 
Charlottsville, VA, a neo-nazi plowed into a group of counter-protesters killing one, Heather 
Heyer (Strickland 2018). This context is necessary because Folt was a key figurehead of the 
university responding to Black-led protest and demands on campus and in the country. During 
her term, events grounded in white supremacist violence on campus include, but are not limited 
to police brutality against student protesters, the protection and preferential treatment for white 
neo-nazis associated with confederate groups on campus, and continued dismissal of the well-
being and safety of Black, Indigenous, and students, faculty, and workers of color all of which 
were facilitated under Folt’s leadership (Mayer 2019; The Daily Tar Heel 2019).  
With this brief historical and contemporary political context outlining the violence of 
white women in education and relevance of my case study, I shortly outline the framework of my 
research. First, I provide the historical narrative and creation of white womanhood to foreground 
the theory and analysis on which my case study, chancellor Carol Folt, rests. Next, I draw on two 
pieces of literature: (1) the dissertation of Kanaka Maoli (Native Hawaiian) scholar and 
geographer, Natalee Kēhaulani Bauer, “(En)Gendering Whiteness: A Historical Analysis of 
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White Womanhood, Colonial Anxieties, and “Tender Violence” in US Schools”, to understand 
the theory she coins on maternal white supremacy, “benevolent whiteness,” and (2) Black 
scholars Elon Dancy II, Edwards, and Davis in their article, “Historically White Universities and 
Plantation Politics: Anti-Blackness and Higher Education in the Black Lives Matter Era,” to 
critically analyze the institutional framework of historically white universities. Next, I explain 
how I methodically approached this research by carrying out a discourse analysis and show the 
numerical findings of my research. I then discursively analyze Carol Folt by examining the 
primary data source: her collected speeches and messages to the community. Lastly, I reflect on 
how my case study demonstrates the continuance of tropes white womanhood has always 
performed to uphold patriarchal white supremacy, and the broader significance of this research 














Chapter 1: A Historical Exposition of White Womanhood’s Responsibility to Patriarchal 
State Violence 
 
To examine how white women are the arbiters of white supremacy at the university, I 
provide historical context on how the legacy of white womanhood rests on the memory of the 
nation through white women in the “imperial school house,” local North Carolina state politics, 
and a brief outline of the historically white university (Bauer 2017, 34). In turn, this provides 
understanding of how the discourse Folt partook in and created at the university stands on a vast 
history of interpersonal and state white supremacist violence that persists contemporarily. By 
drawing on Margaret D. Jacobs chapter, “The Great White Mother,” I first look more broadly at 
white women as missionary educators in the mid 19th century to ground the history of how 
education became a feminized workforce under colonialism and expansion (2005).  I then narrow 
my focus to the history of white womanhood in North Carolina. With particular attention to how 
the state has depicted white womanhood to promote mass white supremacist patriarchal violence, 
I look to the example of how wealthy white supremacists used propaganda in the Wilmington 
Massacre of 1898 under the guise of protecting the sanctity of white womanhood from 
criminalized Black men. Prominent members of this coup included William Rand Kenan, 
Charles B. Aycock, and Josephus Daniels, well-known and memorialized white supremacist 
graduates of UNC-Chapel Hill (Gilmore 1998; Tyson 2006). I connect the actors in this massacre 
to the foundational history of the university as a white supremacist settler colonial site as an 
effort to disrupt the normative, hegemonic historical narratives shared. To do this, I center 





A 19th Century Creation of the Moral, Imperial White Mother 
To understand how white womanhood is constructed to be the vanguard to white 
supremacy, it is necessary to return to the 19th century to examine the invention of the “sacred 
(white) mother as the guardian...of whiteness (Bauer 2017, 34).” Using an ideology of Manifest 
Destiny both in foreign lands and what is now the continental US, the growing country 
underwent a period of its most considerable colonial expansion throughout the 1800s. 
Instrumental to the spread of colonial, white, middle-class, and Protestant ideology was the role 
of white women as teachers both in the United States and abroad. While white women previously 
were seen as the protectors and teachers of morality for their own white, middle-class children, 
during this transition, white women expanded their moral duty to Black and Indigenous children 
as well as children of color across the country, white children not of the middle class, and 
children of color in occupied territories (Bauer 2017, 33-34).  
           To understand in detail the transition of white womanhood into the schoolhouse, I spend 
this section tracing its development. Before white women’s maternal role in colonial expansion, 
white womanhood (with an exception to white women who were poor, recent immigrants, or 
prostitutes) was still considered to be intrinsically holy, pious, and motherly, and their moral 
duties were confined to the domestic site of the home and family (Bauer 2017, 35-40). The value 
system we now term as “The Cult of True Womanhood” articulated by Barbara Welter in 1966, 
defines how white middle-class women were seen as the protectors, holding a guiding moral 
compass for the nation. However, due to a mass exodus of mostly white rural white men from 
teaching positions, the domestic space extended to the realm of education, which included moral 
and material education (Bauer 2017, 35-40). This transformation happened for four predominant 
reasons: (1) women could be hired for much less money though they were equally if not more 
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qualified than their male counterparts; (2) women were viewed as naturally better with children 
thus more capable of imparting morality and ethics onto the children; (3) the formalization and 
bureaucratization of schooling favored traditionally women’s schedules better than men’s as men 
also did agricultural work, and as teachers, men could not do field labor full time; and (4) as the 
imperial schoolhouse became more bureaucratized, men began taking higher-level administrative 
and management positions while women did the labor of teaching (Bauer 2017, 35-40).  
With this gendered transformation of women as authority figures in schools alongside a 
growing politics of less public acceptance of overt violence, white women embraced their 
“inherent feminine powers (manipulative feelings of love) to embed a ‘deep burial of morality’ 
into their children ‘aiming toward inward colonialism’ (Brodhead 1988, 146-147; Bauer 2017, 
37).” Mothers and teachers became the enactors of “disciplinary intimacy,” meaning they carried 
out “discipline through love” in a way that was profoundly manipulative and formative to 
maternal colonialism through education (Brodhead 1988; Bauer 2017, 36). Thus, the “female 
army of teachers,” which are always in the service of masculinist white colonial power, became 
the gentler and kinder arbiters of spreading ideological colonial violence through the country and 
to occupied lands abroad (Bauer 2017, 39). The invention of the gendered feminine white savior 
is a crucial history to incorporate, as its ramifications are evident today. As a white woman at a 
symbolic position of a historically white colonial institution, chancellor Folt facilitated violence 
against Black, Indigenous, and brown students, faculty, and workers in the service of wealthy 
white male power and the image of the colonial university. In each of these contexts, white 
womanhood operates as the arbiter and vanguard of whiteness always working to uphold 
patriarchal white supremacy and settler colonialism.  
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The Continuation of White Womanhood in Education 
Now, I briefly give an account of historical moments following the rise of the feminized 
imperial schoolhouse, where white women have manipulated educational tactics to spread white 
supremacy. To give this short history I look at the UDC’s textbook campaign after 
Reconstruction, and pro-segregationist white women under the Jim Crow social order. As 
described in the Introduction, the UDC was a confederate organization of white women that was 
founded in 1894. Their primary concern was to ensure the New South would be reminiscent of 
the Old South in its white supremacy and plantation culture despite the abolition of the slave 
system (Cox 2003). Crucial to their efforts was a textbook campaign. In this campaign, white 
women southerner’s created historical and textbook committees to both write and oversee the 
distribution of history textbooks in southern white and Black schools. The committees also 
oversaw the distribution of textbooks that were “unfair” to the confederate south and had them 
removed from schools on the grounds of protecting constitutionalism (Cox 2003, 162). The UDC 
claimed to take a particular “interest in providing southern youth with “impartial” history (Cox 
2003, 124).” Such impartiality for UDC women entailed narratives of plantation life as idyllic 
with a loving relationship between enslaver and enslaved people. UDC white women sent and 
monitored these textbooks in Black schools in the south to ensure that the UDC’s version of 
history was being taught so that Black students would “see the benefits of white supremacy” and 
maintain subordinance under the newly developing Jim Crow social order (Cox 2003, 125).”  
As Jim Crow solidified through the 1950s, pro-segregationist women in the South 
became prominent actors in ensuring white supremacy pervaded all structures of daily life 
(McRae 2018). White women relied on both K-12 white and Black schools as well as 
universities to ensure white dominance and segregation. McRae in her text, Mothers of Massive 
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Resistance, references Katherine Charron’s essential work on Septima Clark stating, “the school 
as an institution proved essential to the maintenance of white supremacy (2018, 7).” Pro-
segregationist white women censored textbooks and movies, funded summer schools and 
facilitated essay contests for K-12 students that all supported the “benefits of racial segregation 
(McRae 2013, 7).” Meanwhile at universities across the South, white women were organizing 
initiatives to prevent the desegregation of universities. For example, the Women for 
Constitutional Government (WCG) formed after the armed integration of the University of 
Mississippi (McRae 2013, 207). The WCG purported their grounds of protest was on the basis of 
the “federal invasion” after the Brown vs. Board of Education ruling on school integration passed 
in 1954 mandating that segregation of schools was unconstitutional (McRae 2013, 208). Notably, 
the white women denied their organization was centered on “racial issues,” marking a time when 
the white supremacist narrative began to turn increasingly colorblind. Instead, they based their 
activities on the grounds of protecting the constitution, which allowed the women to organize for 
white supremacy without explicitly stating their advocating for white rule. The WCG called for 
white women to organize across the country. Their nationwide organizing activities ranged on 
vastly different scales, for example, fighting desegregation at white universities, holding essay 
contests that implicitly favored topics on white dominance, as well as the mobilized support of 
Barry Goldwater’s campaign to defeat the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (McRae 2013, 207-216). 
While the historical narrative is certainly not limited to the discussed white women and 
organizations above, they do provide significant evidence of the evolution of how white women 




White Womanhood as a Rallying Call for the Wilmington Massacre of 1898 
Next I examine the white supremacist racial massacre in Wilmington, North Carolina, in 1898 
orchestrated by wealthy white men to overthrow the Fusionist government and violently assert 
complete white rule (Tyson 2010). I use this massacre as an example of how white womanhood 
was weaponized by white men to manipulate whites with the goal of enacting mass-scale 
violence and murder against Black individuals and communities as well as stage an ultimate 
overthrow of a Fusionist government (Gilmore 2006). This massacre is a critical and clear 
example of how white womanhood, being depicted as always pure, vulnerable, and sacred, is a 
manipulative tactic used by the white supremacist, masculinist state to execute violence against 
Black communities and individuals on an interpersonal and systemic scale (Gilmore 2006). 
White womanhood being an image of needing protection depended on the criminalization of 
Black manhood, thus encouraging violence against Black men (Gilmore 2006). While the nature 
of white supremacist violence is performed differently today specifically at universities, as 
Dancy and others show in their article, “Plantation Politics and Historically White Universities,” 
I point to how the underlying narrative of white womanhood — that it is always mutable to be 
manipulated by white patriarchy to serve the white supremacist state — remains the same. I use 
this case study as a segue to understanding the historical white supremacist foundations of the 
University as well as how the manipulation of white womanhood by the state has changed in 
form, in the context of UNC’s decisions, to uphold a white supremacist cultural landscape. 
Specifically, I make this relation by pointing to how many white terrorists involved in the 
meticulous planning of the mass killings as well as leaders on the ground of militias were white 
male UNC-Chapel Hill graduates whose names, such as William Rand Kenan, Charles B. 
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Aycock, and Josephus Daniels, are memorialized on this campus today (Tyson 2010; 
History/American Studies 671 2015/2017).  
I draw on the essential and comprehensive texts, Democracy Betrayed: The Wilmington 
Race Riot of 1898 and Its Legacy by David S. Cecelski and Timothy Tyson and The Ghosts of 
1898: Wilmington’s Race Riot and the Rise of White Supremacy by Timothy Tyson to give an 
account of the brutally violent white supremacist events of 1898. At the time, Wilmington was 
the largest city in the state and had a growing Black middle class working as entrepreneurs, state 
officials, magistrates, and aldermen, as well as a coalition Fusionist government made up of 
white and Black Republicans, and Populists. There were numerous Black-owned businesses, 
including a popular and successful daily Black newspaper, The Record, which was the only one 
of its kind in the United States at the time. Wealthy white supremacist democrats felt threatened 
by advances Black individuals and communities had made since the abolition of slavery. They 
crafted a plot to overthrow the Fusionist government and intimidate Black citizens in 
Wilmington via mass murder to prevent political, social and economic participation. The basis 
on which this coup was carried out lies in the manipulation and propaganda regarding the 
protection and sanctity of white womanhood (Cecelski and Tyson 2006; Tyson 2010).  
Two days before the massacre, where upwards of reportedly 300 (though, this number is 
widely disputed) Black citizens of Wilmington were murdered, the following lyrics appeared on 
the front page of the white newspaper, the Wilmington Messenger: 
Rise, ye sons of Carolina!  
Proud caucasians, one and all;  
Be not deaf to Love’s appealing – 
hear your wives and daughters call,  
see their blanched and anxious faces,  
note their frail, but lovely forms;  
Rise, defend their spotless virtue  
With your strong and manly arms (Gilmore 2006, 74-75).  
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This rallying cry was a call for white men, especially working-class white men coalition-
building through the Fusionist government, to mobilize against Black men and by extent Black 
communities, to protect their “frail” and “anxious” white women with “spotless virtue” from the 
threatening monstrous sexual depictions of Black men who were claimed to be raping white 
women. However, no such evidence existed of any rape epidemic towards white women. Instead, 
the sexual relations white women and Black men shared were predominantly consensual as 
Black newspaper writer Alexander Manly explained in his editorial weeks before the massacre 
(Tyson 2010, 1a). To overthrow the Fusionist government and assert total white power, there 
was a rallying call for white men to protect white womanhood through murdering members of 
the Black community in Wilmington as an affirmation to white male humanity. Thus, the 
creation of a pure white womanhood rested on the criminalization and sexualization of Black 
manhood as predatory, and ultimately allowed for a white supremacist political revolution to 
transpire to ensure total political, economic and social white power (Gilmore 2006).  
I draw on William Rand Kenan, Charles B. Aycock, and Josephus Daniels, to make 
explicit the connection between the history of the Wilmington Massacre, the manipulation of 
white womanhood to justify and encourage mass murder of Black individuals and communities, 
and the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. William Rand Kenan, whose name is 
brandished on the University’s football stadium, was a Captain of a militia firing US war 
Gatling-machine guns on Black civilians in the streets of the massacre (Tyson 2010, 10). Charles 
B. Aycock, one of the lead architects in ensuring a bloody white supremacist revolution, is 
memorialized on a dorm building on central campus (Tyson 2010). Lastly, but certainly not 
exclusive to white men involved in the white supremacist campaign, is Josephus Daniels, whose 
name resides over the entrance to the student stores. Daniels completed his law degree at UNC in 
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1885, and was the owner and editor of the Raleigh News & Observer, which was instrumental to 
the white supremacist campaign, publishing sensationally titled articles calling for “permanent 
good government by the White Man” and vicious propaganda criminalizing and pathologizing 
Black men against white women (Tyson 2006, 1). UNC’s connection to the white supremacist 
campaign is vast, and these three men serve as an explicit example of how the university is 
directly tied and shares responsibility for the violence carried out in Wilmington. Lastly, and 
most importantly for this thesis, the use of propaganda pathologizing black men as “black 
beasts” and “black brutes” who were only advancing economically and politically to “merely to 
get close to white women” is a critical example in North Carolina history to understand how 
white womanhood adapts to the needs of patriarchy to assure white power and rule (Tyson 2006, 
7).  
White Supremacist and Settler Colonial Roots of the University 
Using John K. Chapman’s crucial dissertation outlining the history of the university that 
is dominantly disregarded, “Black Freedom and the University of North Carolina, 1793-1960,” 
and paraphrasing Omololu Babatunde’s historical summary from her undergraduate thesis, 
“Black Liberatory Sense of Place: Creating from Abject Otherness,” I give an account of the 
white supremacist and settler colonial foundations of the university (2006; 2015). The 
framework from which Chapman writes is through Black freedom struggles that have persisted 
since the building of the university on purportedly free Black labor located on supposedly free 
land (Chapman 2006, 16; Babatunde 2015, 24). In actuality, the university was not built by free 
labor on free land, but instead by slave labor on dispossessed and stolen Native land. Slave labor 
which was provided to the university with financial subsidies through the form of escheated 
property, contributed significantly to the financial stability and growth of the institution 
	 20 
(Babatunde 2015, 24; Chapman 2006). The land on which the university is constructed was 
“gifted” in 1789 by Colonel Benajmin Smith, who was rewarded 20,000 acres of violently stolen 
Chickasaw Indian land (Babatunde 2015, 24; Chapman 2006, 14). Following the acquisition of 
this dispossessed land, the university established itself as the first “public” university in the 
United States in 1789. The purpose of the university, similar to that of other historically white 
universities, was not to serve the entire public, but instead serve rich land- and slave-holding 
white men to become masterful of western societal values and further the project of the settler 
colonial, white supremacist endeavor in order to contribute to an allegedly democratic society 
(Babatunde 2015; Chapman 2006).  
While the university was exclusively open to white students upon its beginning, 
Chapman argues that Black liberation movements led to the ultimate incorporation and 
transformation of the social and cultural environment and composition of the university, 
including the attendance of students of color (2006; Babatunde 2015, 25). Examples of such 
liberation struggles date back to emancipated slaves’ organizations of self-reliant communities, 
individual self-defense that Black Chapel Hill community members enacted in the 1880s, Black 
students and community members organizing against Jim Crow policies, and finally, student 
organizing against the white supremacist campus landscape and confederate monument, “Silent 
Sam” (Babatunde 2015, 25). Thus, it is Black-led local struggles that created more diversity and 
inclusion in the UNC student body along with Black staff and faculty populations. However, 
UNC has co-opted and attempted to celebrate such visions of diversity to practice a post-racial 
environment without reckoning the tremendously violent white supremacist history of the 
university’s past and present (Babatunde 2015, 25). Drawing from Babatunde’s summary, 
Chapman coins this current phenomenon as “diversity without justice” “replacing the open 
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celebration of white supremacy with new forms of subtle, “colorblind” institutional racism that 
persists today” (2015, 25; Chapman 2006, iii).  
As a result of not addressing this history, their white supremacist colonial ramifications 
are extensive in the institution today. While there are innumerable manifestations of this violence 
on campus to be examined, using the histories outline in this chapter, I prove this pervasiveness 
through a discursive analysis of how white womanhood works to uphold these oppressive 
foundations and frameworks of the university, and more broadly, US western power. As seen 
above, white womanhood is intentionally and historically constructed to always function and 
mutate to serve the more extensive systemic demands of capitalist, patriarchal state white 
supremacy which ensures white political, economic, and social control despite the university's 
alleged claims and co-optation of diversity and inclusion. With the example of chancellor Folt, a 
white woman, as a figurehead of such an institution whose foundations rest on white supremacy, 
I examine how her language and actions in the past five years align with the historically 




























To understand the framework in which I intend to expose the unique position of 
supremacy elite white women hold and enact at the historically white university, it is first 
necessary to define the systems that root the oppressive context of the university. Such systems 
are grounded in structures that are distinct yet often interlock and reinforce each other to 
maintain a society of domination, exploitation, and control. While the different systems of 
supremacy I outline are defined in the abstract societal level, they are mirrored in universities 
because, as systemic institutions, universities are deeply entrenched in the societal order. Even 
more, abolitionist scholar Eli Meyerhoff argues, “prisons and universities complement each other 
as two sides of the same coin. They are institutions for producing obedient, governable subjects 
(2015).” Thus, universities are a ripe and necessary focus of study to interrogate their stake in 
upholding and enacting power and oppression. I briefly define the following terms as articulated 
by scholars on these topics: white supremacy, anti-Blackness, settler-colonialism, neoliberalism, 
and heteropatriarchy/patriarchy.  
I understand white supremacy and anti-Blackness using the analysis provided by Black 
scholars, Elon Dancy II, Edwards, and Davis in their article, “Historically White Universities and 
Plantation Politics: Anti-Blackness and Higher Education in the Black Lives Matter Era.” The 
authors inform their definition using Charles Mills’ analysis, The Racial Contract (1997). 
Applying Mills’ analysis, they understand that white supremacy is fixed in the idea that in 
Western society’s sociopolitical organization, white is human, and thus a subject. In turn, society 
	 23 
treats non-whites as non-human, and thus an object resulting in the exclusion of non-whites from 
civil society (Dancy, Edwards, and Earl Davis 2018). Building on this concept, the authors 
theorize anti-Blackness, that, following Education and African-American Studies scholar 
Michael J. Dumas, in his essential article, “Against the Dark: Antiblackness in Education Policy 
and Discourse” there is no distinct historical period or moment that differentiates theoretically 
“the Black” between slavery and present-day conceptualization despite neoliberals and 
multiculturalists pointing towards legal emancipation, the Civil Rights Movement, and the 
election of Barack Obama as president (2016; Dancy, Edwards, and Earl Davis 2018). The 
scholars argue that “the Black” is still sub-human in the white imagination and the educational 
institution of the university created by and for white people (2018).  
Settler colonialism confirmed this social arrangement in the occupied Native land now 
called the United States when colonizers arrived on this continent to eliminate Indigenous 
people, steal and dispossess land, and form new capitalist economic systems (Dancy, Edwards, 
and Earl Davis 2018). Settler colonialism “is different from other forms of colonialism in that 
settlers come with the intention of making a new home on the land, a homemaking that insists on 
settler sovereignty over all things in their new domain (Tuck and Yang 2012),” and it operates 
“both as [a] complex social formation and as [a] continuity through time … a structure rather 
than an event (Wolfe 2006; Bauer 2017, 26). ” I pair this with Cavanagh and Veracini’s 
definition (2010), who define settler colonialism as “a global and transnational phenomenon, and 
as much a thing of the past as a thing of the present. There is no such thing as neo-settler 
colonialism or post-settler colonialism because settler colonialism is a resilient formation that 
rarely ends… And settler colonialism is not colonialism: settlers want Indigenous people to 
vanish (but can make use of their labour before they are made to disappear) (Bauer 2017, 11).” 
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To initiate the settler colonial project of the United States, European colonizers employed 
terrorist attacks against aboriginal people through disease, broken treaties, and massacre. While 
settler colonialism and its founding capitalist economic model of slavery clearly distinguished 
between who was and was not human, the same foundations manifest through insidious 
articulations in our society today and reflect at the level of the university (Dancy, Edwards, and 
Earl Davis 2018).  
 In order for white colonizers to enact this settler colonial project, stolen Indigenous land 
and chattel slavery of Africans were necessary aspects of the colonial, capitalist expansion and 
economy. While upon initial settler colonialism, capitalism was in its early phases of imperial 
proliferation (Bauer 2017, 26). I examine how the current neoliberal stage of capitalism impacts 
decisions made by administrators in power, which prioritizes profit over the well-being of 
students, workers, and faculty of color at the university. I use Marxist geographer David 
Harvey’s understanding of neoliberalism to assess how the global economy manifests in 
innumerable, insidious ways that comprehensively impact the social, political, and economic 
order. Harvey argues this specific political-economic structure always centers on one essential 
goal: to maintain class power of the global elite (Harvey 2007). In the context of the university, 
neoliberalism results in universities acting as “capitalist enterprises” whose priorities are to make 
money off of ventures in the competitive global economy rather than centering the claimed social 
values of higher educational institutions to provide an education (Slaughter 2000).  
Lastly, intimately tied with settler colonialism is the social structure 
heteropatriarchy/patriarchy, which Arvin, Tuck, and Morril, examine in their piece, Decolonizing 
feminism: Challenging connections between settler colonialism and heteropatriarchy (2013). 
These three Native feminist scholars point to how heteropatriarchy/patriarchy is a social system 
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of rigid binary gender roles brought to the U.S. under the settler colonial project which mandate 
that heterosexuality and patriarchy are “normal and natural and in which other configurations are 
perceived as abnormal, aberrant and abhorrent (2013, 12).” Therefore, under a gender binary 
system, man is superior to woman making women subservient. Deconstructing heteropatriarchy 
is imperative to understanding the historically white university and how white women negotiate 
a position of power and oppression by upholding white supremacy while also being subservient 
to white men, which I examine carefully in the literature review.  
Literature Review 
In this thesis, I examine how white womanhood serves to protect white supremacy 
through patriarchy. We see through history looking to women’s suffragist movements leading up 
to present-day elections such as in 2016, white women have exclusively and collectively chosen 
white patriarchy over policy decisions, elections, and liberation movements that would benefit 
Black and brown people (Bauer 2017, 6). In the first suffrage movement in the mid 19th century, 
white women fighting for suffrage promoted anti-Blackness and worked against non-white 
immigrants (Bauer 2017, 6). While Folt by no means was a part of any activist movement, she 
reaped the power white womanhood has always granted in her position. As chancellor, Folt 
perpetuated the institutional and interpersonal white supremacist power on which she rested.   
While Folt ultimately did authorize the removal of the confederate monument’s plaques 
and plinth from its site on McCorkle Place and resigned her position, she waited until she was 
nearly forced after the momentum of decades of Black-led struggle, national media coverage and 
press, and police brutality against students at the university. In the thesis, I use chancellor Folt as 
an example to understand the dangerous, mutable nature of white womanhood to construct and 
uphold white supremacy and how this is contextualized in and reinforces the anti-Black settler 
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colonial site of the university. To understand the violence of how white womanhood functions, I 
use the theoretical framework of Black and Decolonial Feminism to ground my understanding of 
identity and genealogical underpinnings. I then outline gendered CWS, articulated by Bauer in 
her dissertation “(En)Gendering Whiteness: A Historical Analysis of White Womanhood, 
Colonial Anxieties, and “Tender Violence” in US Schools.” While Bauer applies gendered 
whiteness to critique white women as schoolteachers, I expand her analysis of benevolent 
whiteness to critique white womanhood within the institution of education, instead at the 
university level. To understand how a gendered interrogation of CWS works in relationship to 
construct and uphold anti-Black settler colonialism at the university, I use the framework 
employed by T. Elon Dancy II, Kirsten T. Edwards, and James Earl Davis in their article, 
“Historically White Universities and Plantation Politics: Anti-Blackness and Higher Education in 
the Black Lives Matter Era.” 
 
Black Feminist Framework and Genealogical Underpinnings 
Before examining the lens of a gendered approach to CWS, it is necessary to ground the 
framework in how Black feminist critique is integral to understanding CWS and my analysis of 
exposing the power elite, wealthy white women at the university hold and wield over students, 
faculty, and workers of color. Kimberlé Crenshaw coined the term “intersectionality” which 
sharpened the understanding that being a “woman” is not a unifying force for all women (1991; 
Bauer 2017, 10). In a white supremacist society, Black women are forced to navigate roles of 
race and gender – being both subjugated to anti-Black discrimination as well as sexism. In turn, 
white women are only subjugated based on gender, not race. Black women have solidarity with 
Black men because they are both subjugated based on race. However, the only solidarity white 
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women have with white men is through being racial oppressors (Combahee River Collective 
1983). Nevertheless, white women choose historically and presently both gendered subjugation 
and to be racial oppressors.  
           With identity analysis provided by Black feminist scholars such as Crenshaw and those of 
the Combahee River Collective, I next look at two genealogical points in history to inform my 
theoretical critique of the unique oppressive nature of white womanhood. I look at women’s 
roles in settler colonialism as well as how white women’s sexuality was constructed under 
slavery in the US as a result of the exploitation of Black enslaved women. In the book, White 
Mother to a Dark Race: Settler Colonialism, Maternalism, and the Removal of Indigenous 
Children in the American West and Australia, 1880–1940, Margaret D. Jacobs explores how 
white women were the “kinder” and “gentler” agents of settler colonial violence and 
dispossession in order to create a white nation-state bereft of Indigenous populations (Jacobs 
2005; Bauer 2017, 26). Jacobs points to how white women enact masculine colonial power of the 
state through teaching roles and education, which are treated as domestic tasks, thus making the 
violence less visible, but no less repressive (Jacobs 2005; Bauer 2017, 26). Jacobs uses the 
“Great White Mother” metaphor and the Cult of True Womanhood to highlight the paradoxical 
position white women undertook as they built the white nation-state (2005). Most white women 
who claimed to publicly advocate for Indigenous women’s rights simultaneously kidnapped 
Indigenous children on the basis that their Indigenous mothers were “unfit” (Jacobs 2005; Bauer 
2017, 26). Jacob underscores how white women as colonial agents acted under the guise of 
patronizingly advancing humanitarian efforts in education, while only perpetuating and 
committing structural and discursive violent settler colonialism (2005).  
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Next, I turn to a Black feminist critique of how white femininity and sexuality was 
constructed to create white womanhood during slavery to understand how these oppressive racial 
and gender dynamics persist today between Black and white women. Black feminist scholar 
Adrienne Davis in her article, “Don’t Let Nobody Bother Yo Principle: The Sexual Economy of 
American Slavery” exposes the horrors of enslavement for African women precisely due to their 
role as both productive laborers in the fields as well as reproducers of an enslaved workforce by 
giving birth and enduring forced and violent sexual labor (2002). Davis shows how slavery 
facilitated the “expropriation of Black women’s sexuality for white pleasure and profit,” and in 
turn, created a violently consequential difference between white and Black women’s sexuality 
(1). While enslaved Black women were required to work a gendered man’s role in the fields as 
well as work to reproduce via sexual labor, white women only worked in the fields as 
punishment and any white woman who did field labor was “unworthy of the title “woman” 
(107).” Davis writes how “Southern white men openly justified their exploitation of enslaved 
women as resulting in the better treatment of white women,” making Black women defined by 
their sexual ability to reproduce while white women by their asexuality (115). Finally, Davis 
concludes, “Black enslaved women were therefore excluded from, yet essential to, the gender 
ideology of white masculinity and femininity (115).” In the context of this research, these 
historical constructions of violently racialized gender roles inform how I understand the role of 
powerful, elite white women, such as former chancellor Carol Folt, in constructing and enacting 
white supremacy in their position of power over Black, Indigenous and students of color, and the 






A gendered analysis of Critical Whiteness Studies  
While history and current discourse rightfully center white men as the predominant 
holders and executors of white supremacist power at the university level, I focus instead on how 
white women construct, enact and perpetuate white supremacy in higher education. I choose to 
look at a gendered critique of whiteness at the site of the historically white university for this 
thesis on several major accounts. Firstly, it is increasingly evident that white women, when faced 
with the choice, choose white supremacy through a commitment to patriarchy. As made known 
through the intellectual and physical labor of predominantly women of color, 53% of white 
women elected Donald Trump and his neo-fascist white supremacist regime to the White House 
in 2016. Looking to the polling of other racial groups of women, 94% of Black women and 68% 
of Latina women voted for Hillary Clinton, thus challenging first wave feminism’s argument that 
gendered oppression is a unifying force for all women (Bauer 2017, 6). While the election of a 
white supremacist nationalist was not a shock to many Black, Indigenous, and people of color 
who face daily the consequences of white women choosing race over gender, it did expose to the 
country on a mass scale that white women collectively choose whiteness over gendered 
oppression (Bauer 2017, 6).  
Studying white women as agents of oppression is informed by recently published work 
on the violence of white womanhood. Such works examine the unique and often overlooked 
power white women historically and currently hold and abuse. Three major works have been 
released examining different aspects of white women’s historical and present oppressive power 
of which I outline briefly: They Were Her Property: White Women as Slaveowners in the 
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American South by Stephanie Jones-Rogers, Mothers of Massive Resistance: White Women and 
the Politics of White Supremacy by Elizabeth Gillespie McRae, and “(En)Gendering Whiteness: 
A Historical Analysis of White Womanhood, Colonial Anxieties, and “Tender Violence” in US 
Schools” by Natalee Kēhaulani Bauer. 
In They Were Her Property, Jones-Rogers dispels the narrative that wealthy white men 
were the only beneficiaries that directed and sustained chattel slavery in the United States. 
Instead, Jones-Rogers exposes the active and intimate role of white women in the institution of 
slavery by focusing on “small scale” white women, not just elitists, who were directly involved 
in every aspect of slavery, including direct ownership and management with a comprehensive 
understanding of the economic function (Logan 2019). To ensure familial wealth in white 
families would be passed on, parents took legal action to bequeath enslaved Africans to their 
daughters, which excluded laws of coverture. Jones-Rogers disproves the fallacy with 
overwhelming evidence that white women were not directly involved in the slave trade and did 
not punish or discipline enslaved people directly, but instead were ambivalent towards the 
institution. The author argues these constructed lies are “based on a fiction stemming from a 
conflation of gender norms in the antebellum South, an overreliance on wealthy women as 
spokeswomen, and postbellum mythology created by Southern apologists (Logan 2019).”   
In Mothers of Massive Resistance, McRae gives an account of her archival research on 
white women segregationists as “female foot soldiers” of organized white supremacy from the 
1920s to the 1970s (Belew 2019). McRae highlights that white women are an instrumental 
reason white supremacy remains at large in the United States today. They upheld both de facto 
and de jure forms of discrimination against Black people. Pro-segregationist white women were 
also crucial in the social reproduction of notions of white supremacy as key actors who enforced 
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textbook censorship, teaching children white supremacy, canvassing for community votes for 
white supremacists, and building national white supremacist networks (Belew 2019). 
Thirdly, Kanaka Maoli (Native Hawaiian) scholar, Natalee Kēhaulani Bauer, completed 
her dissertation research on the savior role of white women, who make up eighty percent of 
school teachers in the US, and how white saviorism results in the policing of Black and brown 
students in K-12 education (3, 2017). Bauer turns to 19th-century literature on missionary white 
women to understand the genealogical underpinnings of this heroic discourse. Bauer coins the 
term “benevolent whiteness,” of which I frequently reference, to describe the phenomenon of 
heroic white womanhood as a unique and particularly violent form of white supremacy. I outline 
this analysis in detail in the following review of Critical Whiteness Studies (CWS).  
The field of CWS works to problematize and expose symptoms of whiteness through re-
centering its presence to disrupt white supremacy as the foundational system of power and 
oppression in the United States (Bauer 2017). CWS underscores how white individuals and 
communities are economically, emotionally, and materially invested in the power and benefits of 
white supremacy (Bauer 2017, 11; Grimers, Oliver and Shapiro 1997; Matias 2014; Roediger 
2005). While CWS is founded out of and owes its analysis to Black scholars since early in the 
20th century, it also has roots in white feminism, yet mostly lacks a gendered analysis (Baldwin 
1963; Bauer 2017, Du Bois 1903; Fanon 1967; hooks 1992; Morrison 1992/2015; Bauer 2017, 
17). Bauer provides this gendered analysis of CWS when she turns a feminist lens to it by 
examining how white women wield power under the guise of being at risk to patriarchy in the 
context of US schools. A gendered analysis of CWS is crucial because white womanhood is 
constructed to appear as an always vulnerable, always pious and loving identity (Bauer 2017, 4). 
In her dissertation, Bauer uses the term benevolent whiteness to articulate how white women 
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enact this oppressive power. Bauer points to how white womanhood mutates over time and is 
historically obfuscated in its extraordinary colonial power (2017, 4). White womanhood always 
responds and adapts to the context based on the demands of white supremacy, which Bauer 
argues, “is its most dangerous feature (2017, 4).” White women maintain this mutability and 
intentionally obscured social and institutional power through “a hidden psychological wage of 
whiteness” (Bauer 2017, 4; Du Bois 1935; Roediger 1994). This hidden psychological wage 
hinders white women’s ability to interrogate and disrupt complicity in capitalist patriarchal 
oppression in which white women both participate in as oppressors and oppressed, and in the 
context of this thesis, specifically at the site of the historically white university. Bauer argues on 
this basis that white women benefit from the power and identification with whiteness so much 
that they do not challenge or disrupt the system, which will never result in freedom for anyone 
(2017, 4). While white womanhood functions under claimed victimhood and is targeted under 
patriarchy, I do not argue white women are victims in white supremacist settler colonial 
capitalist patriarchy. Instead, I examine how white women choose to be active agents in 
perpetuating this masculinist violence in notably less obvious, but comparably violent ways.  
In my research, I examine how powerful white women like chancellor Folt continue 
legacies of white supremacist patriarchal violence in the field of education. This analysis differs 
from much research on white women as settler colonial agents because my focus is on elite white 
women in positions of power at historically white universities rather than as K-12 teachers in 
public education. However, I plan to expose how the same white savior complex still applies and 
perpetuates through elite figureheads such as chancellor Folt and her actions at the historically 





“Plantation Politics” and Anti-Black Settler Colonialism of the University  
An analysis of white womanhood performed at the university functions with the 
understanding that the institutional model is essentially a colonial framework (Elon Dancy II, 
Edwards, and Davis 2018, 178). While anti-Blackness and settler colonialism are often noted as 
two distinct frameworks, I pull from theories employed by scholars that view the two as 
profoundly interrelated in order to understand white supremacy in the context of higher 
education. To do this, I draw again on the work of Elon Dancy II, Edwards, and Davis in their 
article, “Historically White Universities and Plantation Politics: Anti-Blackness and Higher 
Education in the Black Lives Matter Era.” As stated in the key terms section, the authors draw on 
Charles Mill’s analysis, The Racial Contract, to inform their analysis on how U.S. higher 
education institutions must confront their continuous treatment of Black individuals as property 
rather than as humans (2018, 177; Mills 1997). They draw on theorizations of anti-Blackness and 
settler colonialism as reinforcing systems to push past performances of diversity and inclusion as 
they argue this is only an affirmation of the colonial order to understand how the university 
continues to engage Black people as property for labor rather than colleagues and students 
(Dancy, Edwards, and Earl Davis 2018, 189).  
The authors explicitly draw on different sites and aspects of the colonial institution to 
make their case: the caregiving labor expectations placed on Black women academics; Black 
male bodies as resource generators and properties of entertainment and sport labor; K-12 
education, as it is preparation for university, is dependent on inaccessible property ownership 
and taxes; and the institutionalization of Black suffering (Dancy, Edwards, and Earl Davis 2018). 
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To understand the role of elite white women upholding anti-Black settler colonialism at the 
university, I focus specifically on the author’s analysis of the institutionalization of Black 
suffering. The authors examine a defining principle of anti-Blackness: “the negation of Black 
humanity by way of violence (Dancy, Edwards, and Earl Davis 2018).” Thus, white humanity 
then depends on its capacity to harm Black life, and to avoid this violence would be to question 
white humanity. As seen in history through the extraordinary violence in the bondage of 
kidnapped Africans under chattel slavery and sustained racial terrorism via apartheid in Jim 
Crow, the United States is predicated on anti-Black violence (Dancy, Edwards, and Earl Davis 
2018, 188).  
While blatant physical aggression is less visible today at the university (though still 
pervasive through institutionalized state violence such as police brutality), the authors point to 
how psychological and economic torment continues through “microaggressions, tokenism, 
impostorship, and racial battle fatigue (Dancy, Edwards, and Earl Davis 2018, 188).” Further, 
Black resistance and suffering are treated as a nuisance as well as a public display of suffering 
for white consumption, which is rooted in historical racial terror. Policy responses to anti-Black 
violence on campuses from universities display their commitment to perpetuating Black trauma. 
For example, when racially violent incidents happen on campus, if the administration claims to 
be progressive, they will renounce the incident and its perpetrators (Dancy, Edwards, and Earl 
Davis 2018, 189). In this process, the university is still upholding anti-Blackness by treating an 
incident as ahistorical, anomalous, and unaffiliated with the practices of the university (Dancy, 
Edwards, and Earl Davis 2018). Further, the individuals enacting such racial violence are treated 
as “as foolish and ignorant, possibly even racists, but not as terrorists enacting violence against 
Black life (Dancy, Edwards, and Earl Davis 2018).” The university responds in this way to 
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remove itself from implicating its own anti-Black settler colonial racial violence, degradation, 
and assault of Black humanity (Dancy, Edwards, and Earl Davis 2018, 189).  
In the context of the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill and the legacy of white 
women as “foot soldiers” of anti-Black settler colonial violence, I examine how former 
chancellor Carol Folt and other elitist white women acted as an agent of this supremacy through 
decisions impacting policy to uphold a physical and social landscape of violence (Belew 2019). 
While Elon Dancy II, Edwards, and Davis point to how universities may condemn white 
supremacist violence and actions of individuals or groups outside of the university when racially 
violent incidents occur on campus, the case of UNC-Chapel Hill is uniquely grounded in the 
university’s history with student protesters and faculty challenging a campus landscape dedicated 
to white supremacists and thus more largely a violent history and current presence of white 
supremacy. UNC cannot separate itself from its legacy of violence because it is embedded in the 
DNA of the institution. However, chancellor Folt still employed similar tactics of dismissal and 
separation by relegating these acts of white supremacy at the university to the past despite the 
violent implications and inherited power in the present. Thus, through examining the language 
Folt and other powerful white women as agents of anti-Black settler colonialism, I prove how 
these women’s actions carry out the white supremacist patriarchal colonial project on which the 









Chapter 3: Methodology and Findings 
Methodology 
This research examines how white women continue the legacy of being the “educative 
arm of empire” to vanguard white supremacy at the university level (Bauer 2017, 39). To carry 
out this research, I make the assumption that at a fundamental level, the cultural, political and 
historical context of the university is white supremacy and settler colonialism. I look at how 
language of saviorism and love elite white women employ to uphold power and perpetuate such 
violence. I choose to focus on language as an action because this lens allows one to understand 
how discourse constructs performative realities that reflect and perpetuate larger social, political 
and historical narratives. I draw on Carla Willig’s chapter “Discourses and Discourse Analysis” 
in The SAGE Handbook of Qualitative Data Analysis to ground my approach. In this chapter, 
Willig emphasizes how “language and thought are inextricably bound with one another because 
language produces ‘versions and visions of reality as codes and conventions embedded within 
particular cultural contexts’ (Willig 2014, 2; Forrester 1996, 33).” Therefore, discourse focuses 
on how subjects are a product of society rather than centering their individual unique personhood 
(Willig 2014, 2). My primary focus is examining the language used by an elite white woman as a 
critique of how white womanhood functions to serve and work on behalf of patriarchal white 
supremacy.  
To prove this narrative, I examine chancellor Carol Folt, a white woman, who served as 
chancellor at UNC from 2013 to the beginning of 2019 as a case study. My primary form of 
analysis was carried out through coding two primary texts: (1) messages chancellor Carol Folt 
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sent to the community and enrolled Carolina students and (2) speeches during her time in 
leadership. I accessed these texts in the archives under the university’s website dedicated 
chancellor Folt (“Speeches Archive”, n.d.; “Messages Archive”, n.d.). Of the 207 messages sent 
under her administration, I draw upon 39 directly signed by her for my data collection. While 
Folt distributed numerous written messages to the community and students via email and public 
postings, I explicitly looked at messages discussing race, protests/demonstrations, acts of 
violence on campus, and national and/or state politics for this research to narrow my data. I also 
include her last message to the community and students, as her departure was the aftermath of a 
political decision to remove the pedestal of a confederate statue on campus, “Silent Sam.” In 
respect to speeches, of the ten speeches documented on the university’s website on chancellor 
Folt, I use eight for my data collection. I primarily draw from University Day speeches, which 
are given each year to celebrate the history of the founding of the university. I also chose to 
include a speech Folt gave outlining the Campaign For Carolina, an initiative orchestrated under 
her leadership that was the biggest fundraising goal in the history of the university.  Lastly, I 
examine her speech delivered at the ceremonial celebration of Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. as she 
speaks directly on the history of race and the university.  
 I relied on coding as a primary avenue to reduce, organize and analyze my data – the 
primary goal this form of data analysis works towards, human geographer, Meghan Cope, 
outlines in her article, “Coding Qualitative Data (2020).” I used in descriptive, in vivo codes and 
analytical codes in a manual codebook on excel (Cope 2020). To code the messages Folt sent to 
the university community and broader Chapel Hill community, I used one descriptive, in vivo 
code: protests and demonstrations. I chose this initial code because during Folt’s term as 
chancellor, there were numerous protests and demonstrations carried out by students and 
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community members against the white supremacist memorial landscape of the university, police 
brutality, and more broadly the white supremacist nature of the university. To get a grasp at 
understanding how Folt responded to such contestations to white supremacy, I wanted to initially 
look directly at her words surrounding protests and demonstrations. After doing a preliminary 
analysis, I decided on numerous analytical codes to, as Cope writes, “dig deeper into the context 
of phrases or actions (2020, 283).” Cope suggests that when coding for in vivo codes, other 
codes may arise in the process, which are analytical codes (2020). These codes expose other 
topics and/or groups of people Folt was talking about in relationship to protests and 
demonstrations. I used the following analytical codes to find deeper themes and patterns in the 
text: Carolina history, framing of the university, safety, police, emotional expressions, and 
diversity/inclusion.  
 I chose Carolina history as an initial analytical code because I wanted to understand how 
Folt was invoking a historical narrative of the university – with underpinnings, which I 
demonstrate in Chapter 3, are founded on white supremacy and settler colonialism. By looking at 
how Folt used language to describe Carolina history allowed me to understand the vantage point 
from which she is operating, and the historical narrative she expresses she wants to continue. I 
chose next to look at how she framed and described the university in her language. Examining 
her language around how she depicts the university illustrates how she views the university and 
her role as a symbolic leader of the institution. Often, in her messages around protests and 
demonstrations, she emphasized the important of student and public safety. I then chose to look 
at safety because I wanted to understand how Folt constructed community through language and 
what safety meant to her. This code on safety led me to analyze the next code: police. Frequently 
accompanied with the expression of concern for safety and protection, Folt also mentioned police 
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as a resource for students and community members. Next, I coded for use of emotional 
expressions, which could fall under the category of love, disappointment, sadness, etc. I looked 
at emotional expressions because, as I outline in Chapter 2, white womanhood employs a 
“kinder” and “gentler” form of white supremacy through weaponizing emotionally laced 
language. Lastly, I searched for the code, diversity/inclusion, as a way to grasp at how Folt, 
outside of protests and demonstrations, was talking about race.  
 I used a similar approach to code her speeches however, after a preliminary read for the 
in vivo code, protests and demonstrations, I discovered that not once does Folt mention 
demonstrations or protests. Since she did not mention this code, I moved forward with the same 
analytic codes I developed for the messages with the inclusion of one additional code: progress. 
Prevalent in all of her speeches are concepts of capitalist development, progress, innovation and 
competition. Given the commonality of this type of language throughout her words, I created the 
code, progress, to encompass the expression of this ideology to understand how it is working in 
relationship to white womanhood and the overarching goals of the university as a white 












Table 1: Frequency of Codes in Messages  
 
The above table displays the frequency of codes found in the messages analyzed. The 
second column shows the number of messages in which the respective code was found. The third 
column shows the fraction of the number of messages in which the code was found over the total 
messages analyzed to give the frequency. The percentage of the fraction is given in the fourth 
column. The fifth and sixth column shows the frequency and percentage of the code in all 
messages in the available archive of chancellor Folt’s messages. Bolded in the top right box is 
the value 5.8%. This value is bolded to highlight that chancellor Folt only talked about protests 
and demonstrations in 5.8% of the publicly available messages sent to the university and 














12 12/35  34.3% 12/207  5.8% 
 
 




     
Carolina History 
 
16 16/35 45.7% 16/207 7.7% 
Depiction of the University 
  
24 24/35 68.6% 24/207 11.6% 
Safety 
 
19 19/35 54.3% 19/207 9.2% 
Police 
 




19 19/35 54.3% 19/207  9.2% 
Diversity and Inclusion 
 
15 15/35 42.9% 15/207  7.2% 
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spoke of the protests and demonstrations Black and other anti-racist students and student groups 
were leading on campus. This data does not suggest she was not talking about Carolina history, 
safety, police, diversity and inclusion, or any other code in other messages she sent to the public, 
instead, it represents the frequency in which these codes appeared in the specific messages 
selected and analyzed.  
Notably in the data are similar percentage values of protests/demonstrations and police 
codes at 34.3% and 31.4%, respectively. While they were both mentioned infrequently overall, 
their values holding similar percentages led me to explore the connection between police and 
protests/demonstrations. Lastly, emotional/loving expressions, Carolina history, safety, 
depictions of the university’s image, and diversity and inclusion were the most frequently found 
codes. This data led me to explore in my analysis the significance of what the university 


























Protests/Demonstrations 0 0/8  0% 0/8 0 
      
Emergent Analytical 
Codes 
     
Carolina History 8  8/8 100% 8/10 80% 
Depiction of the 
University  
8 8/8 100% 8/10 80% 
Safety  2 2/8  25% 2/10 20% 
Police 0 0/8 0% 0/10 0% 
Emotional/Love 
Expressions 
8 8/8 100% 8/10 80% 
Diversity and Inclusion  8 8/8 100% 8/10 80% 
Progress 8 8/8 100% 8/10 80% 
 
The table above shows a similar coding data compilation to Table 1; however, Table 2 
focuses on data for Carol Folt’s speeches. Significantly, Folt did not mention in the speeches 
examined protests and demonstrations happening on campus or in the state and country. This 
also coincided with her not speaking once on police, and only twice on safety. This repeated 
similar pattern highlighted the need to explore the connection between protests, law enforcement, 
and safety in the analysis. Conversely, she speaks extensively on Carolina history, the 
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university’s image, emotional expressions of love, diversity and inclusion, and progress. Again, 
this data does not suggest she was not talking about Carolina history, safety, police, diversity and 
inclusion, or any other code in other speeches she shared with the public, instead, it represents 
the frequency in which these codes appeared in the specific messages selected and analyzed. 
Similar to Table 1, Table 2 reflects what Folt and the university prioritize speaking on, and what 
they omit — protests/demonstrations. I explore in the following analysis in Chapter 4 

















Chapter 4: The University’s Great White Neoliberal Mother 
I draw on the trope, the Great White Mother, coined by Margaret D. Jacobs in White 
Mother to a Dark Race as outlined in Chapter 2, to show the evolution of white womanhood as a 
vanguard to white supremacist, settler-colonial violence (2005, 87). From the formation of the 
feminized, imperial teaching role to contemporary elite white women at the helm of the 
university, I argue the trope persists and adapts to fit the needs of patriarchal white supremacy. 
To demonstrate the progression of this symbol, I draw from Bauer’s essential work on theorizing 
benevolent whiteness and expand her argument to understand how white womanhood functions 
at the neoliberal university.  
However, before doing so, it is first fundamental to illustrate how the university has 
adopted a neoliberal economic model and thus operates as a profit-oriented business. I use this 
framework to expose the specific methods of how benevolent whiteness is enacted through a 
contemporary capitalist model in my case study of chancellor Carol Folt. The rise of 
neoliberalism marks a distinct moment in history and is central to the university’s current 
operations (Kreiter and Scarritt 2018). Thus, how Folt performs the trope of the Great White 
Mother is distinguished from historical analytical examples. While the political, economic, and 
social context is markedly different due to the relatively novel neoliberal model of the university, 
I demonstrate the century-long sustenance of the trope of the Great White Mother, exposing the 
dangerous adaptability of white womanhood. As the needs and manifestations of white 
supremacist patriarchy adapt to maintain white political, social, and economic dominance in a 
given era, white womanhood is readily mutable to satisfy such demands and uphold the status 
quo (Bauer 2017).  
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In their chapter, '"Boatloads of Money" in the Great Equalizer: How Diversity Furthers 
Inequality at the Neoliberal University,” Kreiter and Scarritt discuss the central role of wealth 
generation at the university. The authors contend the university’s primary operation is to 
generate profit directly or to educate students to create wealth and ultimately return a portion of 
such wealth to the university (2018). Rather than students being fully human, under this model, 
students are a customer of the university and face rapidly skyrocketing ‘buying’ costs. The 
university creates consent for the marketization of education through diversity and inclusion 
initiatives. In an allegedly post-racial country, the university proclaims widespread investment in 
programs for multiculturalism, inclusion, and diversity. However, the university is faced with a 
contradiction: If the university functions as a business, how does it also invest in resources for 
students members of racial, ethnic and/or gender groups that are historically and contemporarily 
subjugated? Kreiter and Scarritt suggest universities reconcile such contradiction through 
depoliticizing the ideology of diversity (2018). Building off their argument, I illustrate how the 
neoliberal university co-opts the creation of diversity and inclusion initiatives and programs and 
exerts power in the name of service or salvation — paralleling the benevolent “Great White 
Mother” violence chancellor Folt represents and epitomizes. I also examine how Folt’s deploys 
language of “love and community” to neutralize police and white supremacist confederates, to 
validate and justify their narratives of history, and to render invisible police and white 
supremacist violence. Such a liberal framing of the university corresponds with a neoliberal and 
intentionally colorblind framework of the university — all of which work in favor of the larger 
projects of patriarchal white supremacy and settler colonialism.  
With this critical understanding of the function of the neoliberal university to profit off of 
multiculturalism and colorblindness, I now expand on Bauer’s two points of benevolent 
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whiteness in the following sections: white womanhood’s roots in “multidirectional salvation” 
and the manipulation of concepts and practices of love, care and safety to evade critical self-
reflection, and, I also suggest in this context, institutional reflection (Bauer 2017, 43). I 
demonstrate how both points function to ultimately serve white supremacist patriarchy, which I 
identify as the larger institution of the university and thus the state. 
 
White Supremacist Multiculturalism as Saviorism to Evade Justice 
In Bauer’s theory of benevolent whiteness, she defines one key characteristic: saviorism 
(2017, 43). She articulates: whiteness always functions to “simultaneously save peoples whose 
salvation would always remain incomplete, as well as saving the self,” which Bauer defines as 
“multidirectional salvation (2017, 43).” While whiteness, in masculine and feminine forms, both 
employ this salvation, it is essential to note the distinctly feminized roots, acts, and patterns 
salvation holds. For example, dating back to Protestant missionary white women, the 
missionaries performed a “selfless service to God” to bring “as many other dark souls toward the 
light,” as well as to save the self (Bauer 2017, 44). Though, as we see throughout history, the 
fantasy of salvation and heroism is never accomplished, as Bauer argues, and I demonstrate 
through its continued striving. However, it was never intended to be an achievable objective, 
instead only is a performance that works to strengthen the validity of white supremacist settler 
colonial patriarchy as being ideologies that reign dominant and true (2017, 44).  
At the university, the heroic ideal functions to serve and save “diverse” (also seen as 
underprivileged, minorities, poor, first-generation, etc.) populations without any nuanced 
political, economic analysis on why these communities are suffering. This saviorism is formatted 
through developing diversity and inclusion initiatives to recruit such populations. While such 
initiatives focus, importantly, on making universities more accessible to communities, the 
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university carries out these initiatives without any systemic examination as to why these students 
are targeted and oppressed in the first place. Moreover, the university ignores its own role in 
enacting such violence against targeted communities so much so that real redistributive measures 
have not taken place (Kreiter and Scarritt 2019, 90). The university focuses on representation and 
inclusion of marginalized populations with minimal structural efforts demonstrated to dismantle 
the oppressive power frameworks on which it rests. Thus, students of color are forced to navigate 
the university space as the institution actively works in furthering their oppression through 
always maintaining white dominance and centering profit for the university (Kreiter and Scarritt 
2019, 90). 
Before examining how Folt speaks about such initiatives of diversity and inclusion, I first 
investigate how Folt situated herself as a leader, or a savior, at the university in the collected text. 
Throughout Folt’s language in the data analyzed, her asserted role as a savior to the institution 
and community are frequently evident through her use of the words, “privilege” and “service,” 
indicating her positive feelings towards the position of power as well as her self-identification as 
a servant. For example, she writes in her last message before leaving the role as chancellor, 
“you’ve heard me say many times that it is the privilege of my life to serve as chancellor of this 
great university (Folt 2019).” This self-assertion as a public servant both to the community and 
the institution is critical because we see her pioneering intention to be a leader that expands the 
mission of the university. That which is not intended to be explicit in her speeches, but evident 
upon further research and analysis, is the white supremacist implications of such mission. Thus, 
while Folt claims to be a servant to the community and the university, I suggest further that this 
is a service to patriarchal white supremacist settler colonialism, which comprises the framework 
of the educational institution and larger project of the United States.  The university, in the 
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context of this larger scheme of the U.S., works to control and surveil the community to maintain 
white dominance under the guise of “service.”  
On the day of her inauguration as chancellor in October 2013, Folt took part in a 
ceremonial practice common to many North Carolina politicians and university leaders. At the 
ceremony, Folt swore into her position using the oldest book in the archives of North Carolina, a 
400-year old bible that belonged to George Durant, an English land- and slave-owning colonizer 
holding a massive 2000+ acre plantation on stolen Yeopim and land in what is now Virginia 
(BBC 2014; Parker 1986). On that day, she also writes in her speech:  
  
Today is Carolina’s 220th birthday, counting from the laying of the cornerstone in 
1793...To fully appreciate that history, we need to put ourselves in the mindset of our 
founders. Carolina was the dream of people who had been fighting, literally, for their 
lives, for freedom, and for democracy. They were the survivors of a bloody 
Revolutionary War that took a terrible human toll. They were visionaries. They were 
fueled with an aspirational fervor at a time of nation-building and renewal. The act of 
creating the university was introduced, as you know, by William Richardson Davie, who 
had been an officer in the Revolutionary War and was also a lawyer, a farmer, and a 
politician (Folt 2013). 
 
The dream of the founders whom she speaks of in this text, and of which her whole career is 
centered around expanding, is a mission to spread white supremacist, Eurocentric, Protestant 
elite, modernist values. More specifically, this stated vision and “dream” she references was to 
educate elite, slave- and land-holding white men to be informed on how to proliferate such 
supremacist and colonial principles (Chapman 2006). She also failed to note in the text that when 
she references William Richardson Davie as a farmer, he also was a slaveholder of 116 enslaved 
people of African origin and descent. Secondly, as a politician, Davie was a staunch advocate for 
the rights of slaveholders to hold Africans and African descended peoples in bondage — this, 
too, Folt omitted (Thorpe 2013). Yet, her statement to frame the founders as “survivors” under a 
period of “renewal” who were fighting for “freedom” and “democracy” works rhetorically to 
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abstract and blur this violent reality. To intentionally misconstrue and negate the anti-Blackness 
and racism of the institution’s founders is necessary to create the liberal and claimed colorblind 
university today. Folt uses this liberal narrative to depoliticize the goal of education at the 
university space and erase the history of Black enslaved people as a way to maintain white 
dominance without explicitly advocating for white rule. When she says, “we need to put 
ourselves in the mindset of our founders,” she is asking us to position ourselves from the point of 
view of overt white supremacist colonizers whose entire political and economic careers were 
founded and sustained off of enslavement of African originated and descended people and 
dispossession of Native people and their land. The project of white supremacy and settler 
colonialism is in the DNA of our daily life, and it persists at the university within the liberal 
“dream” and “grand vision” Folt frequently references. This liberal reading of history functions 
to both distance the university and herself as a Northerner from the white supremacist 
foundations of the South. Yet, it is the ramifications of dismissing such histories that result in the 
end of her administration in January of 2019. This project of violence has only mutated in form 
based on the shifting circumstances of history, time and location, but not in colonizer intention, 
as seen through Folt’s ritual of swearing in on Durant’s bible and her romanticized, white 
supremacist liberal narrative of the university. 
As a symbolic leader of an institution whose framework is centered on patriarchal white 
supremacy and settler colonialism, I now look to specific methods Folt employed in service to 
this institution. In Bauer’s theory of benevolent whiteness, she outlines saviorism and salvation 
as an essential point (2017, 43). To expand upon her theory, I examine how Folt performed this 
violence through saviorism and salvation. I look to the significant project initiated under Folt’s 
leadership as an example of such salvation: The Campaign for Carolina: For All Kind. In 
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October of 2017, amidst widespread student protests of “Silent Sam,” a racist, Confederate statue 
on campus erected in 1913 by the United Daughters of the Confederacy, Folt launched the 
campaign to raise $4.25 billion - the most ambitious fundraising goal in the history of the 
university. While students were facing brutal harassment from cops ordered by the university 
administration and continuous neglect, dismissiveness, and carceral punishment for their 
demands, the Folt administration was in the process of a massive fundraising push under the 
guise of advancing Carolina. Folt writes in her speech, a Carolina “For. All. Kind”, which are, 
she exclaims, “three simple, powerful words – ever and always, the soul of our public spirit.”  
However, there is an apparent contradiction between her words and the reality students 
face at the university when they contest its white supremacist practices. Similar to when the 
university claimed to be the “first public university,” yet was only public to elite land- and slave- 
holding white men, the message of For All Kind also must be examined more deeply to 
understand precisely who the university includes in their claim. In her speech at the For All 
Kind: the Campaign for Carolina Gala Celebration in October 2017, she claims that one billion 
dollars of fundraising will:  
…give our students an edge and to make good on our promise to remain of and for the 
public, tearing down barriers to a great education for talented, determined students 
from all backgrounds, and helping them become leaders of tomorrow. While others may 
be turning from this public mission, we are turning towards it. Giving our students the  
Carolina edge. This is what we stand for. This is what we will achieve (Folt 2017).  
 
Upon this announcement, the Black alumni group, Hark the Drum, quickly organized themselves 
to boycott the campaign (Stancill 2018). The group based their call for a boycott on an ongoing 
white supremacist campus climate, citing particular incidents such as the continuous presence of 
the Silent Sam confederate statue on campus, the Board of Governor’s decision to prohibit the 
Center on Poverty from carrying out legal work, and the failure of the Kenan-Flagler business 
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school’s decision not to reappoint faculty member, Deborah Stroman, who was the leader of 
Carolina Black Caucus (Stancill 2018). The Black alumni stated in their report that they wanted 
“to expose the continued facade of acceptance, engagement, and promotion of the Black 
community at UNC regardless of the changes of senior administrators over the years” and 
notably marking that such initiatives are “toothless and non-innovative programs that focus on 
individuals (and not institutional barriers)” (Stancill 2018).” 
Despite persistent demands from Black alumni and continuous protest over the 
university’s negligence to and policing of student protestors in respect to Silent Sam, Folt did not 
directly address once in her speeches or her messages the student groups’ demands or Hark the 
Drum’s boycott. Instead, university spokeswoman Kate Luck spoke on behalf of chancellor Folt, 
noting that both Folt and provost Robert Blouin had met with members of Hark the Drum with 
an attempt to find solutions. However, Luck stated the boycott was “counterproductive” and the 
administration “firmly [believes] that a diverse community makes for the best educational 
experience by fostering better ideas, more innovation, collaborative teamwork, empathy and 
respect for each other; we remain unwavering in our commitment to advancing this area (Stancill 
2018).” Luck also followed by pointing to allegedly high representative numbers of 
“underrepresented faculty” to defend the campaign, while ignoring the critical political choice of 
the boycott (Stancill 2018). Thus, Folt’s silence and Luck’s response on behalf of the 
administration arguing that diversity and fundraising efforts are more important than Black 
students and alumni’s demands, demonstrate that the heroic, savior nature of such campaigns 
center the university and ignore the subjugated students’ needs. The university administration 
pretends as if they are acting in favor of subjugated students’ well-being but instead tokenizes 
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these populations to further the neoliberal advancement and progress of the university while 
maintaining white dominance. 
If Folt proclaims her university is “For All Kind,” this certainly does not include those 
challenging the university’s white supremacist and settler colonial history and current practices. 
Rather than answer and listen to predominantly Black and brown students who are on the front 
lines of direct action fighting for a more just learning environment and against police brutality, 
Folt and her administration pushed onwards with her campaign. The administration assumed 
they knew best despite urgent demands suggesting otherwise from Black students and alumni, 
the very population who their campaign is claiming to serve. Re-centering Bauer’s definition of 
multidirectional saviorism within the broader meaning of benevolent whiteness, I argue the 
example of the Campaign For Carolina points to Folt’s position as continuing the salvation role 
white womanhood embodies to uphold patriarchal state white supremacy at the neoliberal 
university. Similar to protestant missionary white women’s unachievable, heroic goal to “bring 
as many dark souls to the light,” Folt performs the same task by recruiting individuals from 
subjugated positions and communities to the university (Bauer 2017, 43). This recruitment works 
to bypass any critical self or institutional reflection on the nuanced political, economic analysis 
required for justice to be achieved for these students and populations, while reifying the 
university as the ultimate successful education that any person could achieve. Salvation and 
saviorism, like missionary women attempted, are never meant to be completed. At the 
contemporary historically white university, projects like the Campaign for Carolina are 
constructed to create student and community consent to neoliberalism. Such programs operate as 
modern saviorism because they act as if without such access, programs, and higher educational 
institutions, subjugated communities and populations are inherently uneducated, lesser, and in 
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need of these structures to be considered successful and worthy through the lens of white, 
capitalist society. However, as stated, such programs only function to reify this ideology, not 
provide widespread access to democratic education for historically and contemporarily oppressed 
communities and populations. Instead, the university evades any responsibility in dismantling 
such oppressive structures that would make such access possible. With Folt as a case study of a 
contemporary savior and leader in service to such a violent mission with the fundraising 
initiative, Campaign for Carolina, as a primary example, the analysis of the data data proves how 
white womanhood has evolved to fit the multicultural neoliberal era at the university, and always 
adapts and maintains its essential purpose: to vanguard patriarchal white supremacy. 
 
The Colonial University’s Verbal Weaponization of “Love” 
Looking at a different defining characteristic of benevolent whiteness Bauer outlines, I 
now examine how she defines manipulative love to be an essential method on which white 
womanhood relies to enact violence (2017, 44-46). I first summarize her theory concerning white 
women as both missionary and contemporary schoolteachers, then explain how it can be 
expanded and applied to elite white women at the historically white university setting. Bauer 
suggests gendered whiteness operates through a language of “love,” which is just a “kinder” 
guise for settler colonial and white supremacist violence (2017, 45). Throughout history, Bauer 
argues, the manipulation of love is frequently found when examining how the oppressor justifies 
acts of violence. For example, protestant missionary white women wrote of the love they held for 
the Native people they were allegedly educating (Bauer, 2017, 45). Or, more broadly, how neo-
confederates promote the love of the United States as a way of inciting nationalist, conservative 
and violent politics. In respect to white women contemporarily, Bauer points to how white 
women teachers enter communities of color “out of love” to educate them rather than for 
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practical reasons such as material benefits or academic and intellectual experience (2017, 45). 
Such love is not authentic love Bauer argues. Instead, loving language and actions are employed 
as a “manipulative countermeasure” to evade self-interrogation on how oppressive behavior is 
taking place (2017, 45). In respect to colonial and institutional “love,” this love is always defined 
as a manipulative tactic that functions to blur complicity in systemic violence. Bauer writes, for 
example, “if [someone or something] is this loving, [they or it] cannot also be this oppressive 
(2017, 45).”   
In this section, I examine how Folt employed, in Bauer’s words, “love language as 
colonial violence,” at the university to uphold the white supremacist patriarchal state in her 
speeches and messages to the community (2017, 45). I carry out this examination by looking first 
at how Folt frames the university as a beloved institution that creates community indicating, 
therefore, it cannot also be violent. Secondly, I analyze how the liberal concept of safety she 
constructs functions through the use of police as a framework of care and protection. Throughout 
Folt’s speeches and texts, she frames the institution as a beloved place, where a community 
centered on love, compassion, and kindness is fostered. This language is especially common in 
response to contestations of white supremacy upheld by the university from students and 
community members and after overt white supremacist incidents take place in the state or 
nationally. For example, in response to protestors doing the work of removing Silent Sam, which 
the university protected since its erection, Folt included in her message a note on the speech 
white supremacist Julian Carr shared at its erection: “Our University repudiates those words and 
the system of oppression they represent. In forum after forum, the stories told by so many reveal 
the pain and hurt that come from that speech, and from the presence, at the front door of the 
University they love, of the monument they associate with it (Folt 2018).” The example 
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demonstrates how the use of love, and love language, is manipulated to remove the responsibility 
of the university. In other words, Folt means, the students who feel harmed or targeted by the 
presence of Silent Sam and the violence the statue represents cannot also feel harmed or targeted 
by the university because she asserts, they love the institution. Therefore, she claims, that Julian 
Carr’s speech and the university do not rest on the same foundation of white supremacy and that 
Carr and the statue are incidents of white supremacy, not societally and institutionally embedded 
structures. By distancing the university from Julian Carr as an overt white supremacist and 
asserting that students harmed by Carr’s words also love the institution, Folt implies that the 
institution is what is safe and caring despite the institution’s deep entrenchment in and 
foundations of white supremacy. 
 This notion of the university as a haven of love continues in Folt’s language when in 
2018, she frames Dr. King’s beloved community to fit liberal, white supremacist values. Folt 
writes, “Today, we are coming together as a community, an aspiring, beloved community, a truly 
brotherly society, which Dr. King said in 1966, is the truest objective we can seek in life (Folt 
2018, “Speeches”).” The beloved community Dr. King wrote about advocated for ultimate 
political and economic liberation for oppressed peoples from the white supremacist ideology on 
which the United States is founded (The King Center 2020). A tactic used by liberals and 
conservatives alike is to misconstrue Dr. King’s agenda to fit a colorblind narrative. As scholar 
Ronald Turner writes, “conservative attempts to co-opt Dr. King’s legacy to promote their own 
colorblind agenda can only be achieved by oversimplifying and acontextualizing King’s views, 
as well as by omitting or ignoring King’s numerous race-conscious assertions (101).” Yet, the 
“reconciliation and healing” for which Folt advocates to reach the supposed beloved community 
Dr. King envisioned at Carolina entails “agree[ing] that there is a difference between those who 
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commemorate their fallen and people who want a restoration of white rule (Folt 2018, 
“Messages”).” Here, Folt is referencing neo-confederate white supremacist groups such as 
ACTBAC, Oath Keepers, and CSA II in a message to the university to defend their presence on 
campus (Take Action Chapel Hill 2019). She argues that these groups are harmlessly wanting to 
honor their ancestors, who were either enslavers and/or died fighting for the right to keep a 
system that ensured African originated and descended people remained in bondage through 
extraordinary violence —as if these principles are at odds with a restoration of white rule. Thus, 
Folt suggests that to be in beloved community, the university has to respect these organizations 
as holding respectable, valid beliefs and versions of history. Even more, by suggesting that these 
groups are not working towards white dominance implies that white dominance does not already 
make up the existing structural and societal fabric. What is not explicit in this text is that both 
these neo-confederate groups and the university have always relied upon the existence of white 
rule. Thus, Folt is attempting to distance both the university and overt white supremacist groups 
from their oppressive white supremacist role to create Dr. King’s beloved community and avoid 
responsibility for the systems of violence they rely upon and inflict. In addition, Folt advances 
her individual position as a liberal leaning leader from the North by using neutral and diplomatic 
rhetoric, while furthering herself from whiteness and the particular racist histories of the South. 
For Folt to suggest confederate ideology be respected as a valid point of view as a way of 
striving towards Dr. King’s beloved community is to contort and manipulate his critique to fit a 
liberal, white supremacist narrative. Further, applying Dr. King’s language without centering his 
struggle erases Black critique on centuries of white supremacy the university is founded upon 
and works to uphold. In sum, by manipulating Dr. King’s words, Folt claims Carolina is creating 
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a beloved community for which Dr. Martin Luther King strived, implying that the university or 
chancellor Folt cannot also be acting oppressively. 
 Next, I examine further how Folt strived to create such a “beloved community” at the 
university through an analysis of safety and protection. I analyze how Folt conceptualized safety 
for students through the reliance upon state law and police. I particularly draw on concepts of 
safety and protection as a manifestation of how colonial and institutional love operate because, 
as examined through Folt’s words, expressions of concern for safety and protection of students is 
a primary way through which sentiments of care occur in her messages. I borrow from Cortland 
Gilliam, a Black Ph.D. student in the Department of Education, who spoke at a protest against 
police brutality at UNC in 2019, where he shared, “the safety of the campus has never been a top 
priority of this university, if not students, faculty, and staff who or what is this institution 
protecting? The answer is as apparent as it has always been: whiteness and white supremacy 
(Killian 2019).” Consistent with this argument are Folt’s messages wherein every instance Folt 
writes on student and public safety surrounding protests, Silent Sam, national white supremacist 
violence, or instances of overt racist acts of violence on campus, she also speaks about the police 
as a resource for support (except for a select few messages, where she exclusively mentioned 
campus psychological services as a resource instead).  
 A major focal point of student demonstrations during chancellor Folt’s term surrounded 
police brutality against protestors. Take Action Chapel Hill, an organization of community 
members fighting against white supremacy in the community and at the university, has a list of 
demands from the UNC Students Against Police Brutality coalition to end police violence on 
campus where they outline specific incidents and patterns of violence facilitated by both the Folt 
administration and police force on their website (Take Action Chapel Hill 2019). I outline the 
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five brief demands below to provide a more thorough understanding of the interactions between 
campus police and students that were shared at a protest in September of 2018 following the 
student-led removal of Silent Sam. UNC Students Against Police Brutality at the rally demanded 
that (1) criminal investigations and charges against 25 UNC anti-racist protestors be dropped, (2) 
halt police brutality and unnecessary, extreme force against protestors such as chokeholds, 
pepper spray (with and without warning), tasers, and bike walls, (3) that outside police agencies 
not be invited to surveil and police students, (4) that UNC does not work directly with white 
supremacist neo-confederate organizations to facilitate the safety of their presence on campus, 
and (5) all surveillance and covert infiltration practices of protestors and organizers be stopped 
(Take Action Chapel Hill 2019). Given the list of demands and experiences of protestors at the 
demonstrations, police quickly and often resorted to a number of different tactics to ensure 
repression of protestors on UNC’s campus, and conversely, frequent protection of neo-
confederate groups through bike walls and protected, designated areas (Take Action Chapel Hill 
2019).  
Police violence on UNC’s campus is aligned with history and contemporary work from 
scholars, activists, and social movements that work to show how the police function as a 
militarized force to surveil, incarcerate and demonize Black, Indigenous, Latinx, and other 
communities of color rather than serve as a resource for safety for these communities (Williams 
2019). Looking to the history of law enforcement in the United States one is able to comprehend 
the existence of widespread distrust. Since the institutionalization of slavery with the formation 
of slave patrols in the South, law enforcement was relied upon to control Black populations, and 
maintain law, order and white dominance (Williams 2019). Even more, moving along in history, 
there is a vast, particular story of police brutality and reliance on law enforcement on college 
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campuses dating back to the Free Speech Movement in Berkeley in 1964 as well as nationwide 
societal unrest during the Civil Rights Movement. After Brown vs. Board of Education and the 
Higher Education Reauthorization Act of 1965, previously all white higher educational 
institutions faced increasing student activism and challenges to status quo liberal white 
supremacy upon integration (Williams 2019). Rather than respond to student demands, 
universities across the country responded by lobbying for an increase in campus police forces, 
which the federal government granted. As of 2015, most public and almost all private 
universities have their own police force. With an increased police presence, as of 2017, 
according to Campus Safety and Security data from the Office of Postsecondary Education there 
have been more than 52,000 arrests throughout 6,300 institutions (Williams 2019). Police have 
consistently been a resource for university administrations to monitor, control and repress 
student and community protest to the university’s conservative and white supremacist practices 
since the rise of protest from predominantly students of color against universities’ racist practices 
(Williams 2019). As seen historically and contemporarily through these struggles at historically 
white universities across the country and at UNC, police serve as a source and enforcer of overt 
white supremacist violence that works to protect administrative liberal white supremacy, rather 
than an alleged resource for true community safety.  
Thus, in Folt’s liberal “beloved community” of care, it is quickly proven that student 
safety is not what Folt prioritizes or of which she acts on behalf given the excessive reliance on a 
militarized police force to surveil and repress student and community demands. Danielle Purifoy, 
a Black queer lawyer and geographer at UNC-Chapel Hill, writes in her article, “Shrieking 
Sam,” that Folt and her administration act as if “it is...opposition to white supremacy, rather than 
white supremacy itself, that is the true danger.” Folt frames police, a historically and 
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contemporarily white masculinist structure, as the framework of care and safety. Thus, as 
Gilliam declares and Folt’s words show, under the guise of “love” and “care,” the institution and 
white womanhood, always work to protect the safety of white supremacy through both overt 
violence via militarized groups of white men as well as liberal, restrictive measures that attempt 
to halt any progressive institutional, political and intellectual change (Purifoy 2019). 
 
In Service to the Patriarchal White Supremacist State 
In respect to my guiding research question, “How does elite white womanhood serve the 
patriarchal white supremacist institution of the university?,” I suggest my data points to two 
primary methods in which white womanhood executes such a task: (1) the practice of heroic 
saviorism at the neoliberal university through depoliticized diversity and inclusion measures, and 
(2) the manipulation of love, care and protection to perform acts of colorblind safety and 
community via police while maintaining a system and institution of white rule. As a leader of a 
white supremacist university, Folt’s speeches and community messages show her consistently 
acting performatively as a savior, a common trope in white womanhood, to save populations who 
are always deemed un-saveable (Bauer 2017, 34). While students, building on decades of 
struggle, were challenging the university’s violent practices and protection of Silent Sam, Folt 
was pushing for a multi-billion-dollar fundraising goal, much of which was centered on 
expanding representation at the university. After organized efforts from Black alumni to boycott 
the campaign asserting critique of the institution’s facade for supporting Black students, faculty, 
workers, and alumni, Folt was publicly silent, and her university spokesperson representative, 
Kate Luck, responded on the administration’s behalf stating that such political acts were 
“counterproductive (Stancill 2018).” Similarly, under continued student protest of the university 
for its built landscape dedicated to white supremacy, Folt’s administration largely ignored 
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student’s actions as being disruptive to university operations. This dismissal is proven when Folt 
authorized the removal of the remnants of Silent Sam on the grounds of wanting to continue 
UNC’s central mission of education rather than condemning the white supremacist landscape and 
the university’s entrenched role and responsibility to dismantle such systems. Rather than 
address Black and brown student and alumni demands, Folt instead focused her efforts on the 
most fundraising ever done in Carolina history without any attempt to dismantle the oppressive 
systems on which it rests and perpetuates. With the institution as a representation of patriarchal 
white supremacist power, as it is a project principally of the white supremacist settler colonial 
state, such savior diversity and inclusion projects work precisely towards sustaining its 
dominance. By claiming that the university is giving resources through multiculturalism, the 
institution evades responsibility in addressing roots of why such oppression exists in the first 
place.  
Secondly, white womanhood functions to serve the patriarchal white supremacist 
institution and larger project through the manipulation of the language of love, care and 
protection. In the data analyzed, Folt frames the university as a beloved site where colorblind 
community is formed indicating that if the university is a site that is loved by all, it cannot also 
be oppressive. In Folt’s liberal understanding of community, after violent white supremacist 
incidents, she suggests all the community needs is “love, kindness, and compassion (Folt 2016).” 
Folt’s words suggest that critical to upholding such a community is the role of police: a 
militarized group whose structures are rooted and function to uphold the white supremacist state 
through targeting Black and brown people and communities (Williams 2019). Folt cloaks her 
reliance on this patriarchal violent structure with benevolence and dismissal of the brutal 
violence police forces are proven to enact. Thus, the safety in which Folt frequently references 
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actually refers to the safety of the status quo, or white supremacy, contrary to what her messages 
may appear to liberally suggest on the surface level. It is not love, kindness, and compassion that 
finds truth and achieves justice. However, as proven through this analysis, justice is not what 
white womanhood seeks despite its morally righteous claims to it, instead it is patriarchal 





















As my findings in Chapter 3 and 4 demonstrate, white womanhood at the university 
expands its historical legacy in vanguarding the patriarchal white supremacist state through the 
realm of education. White womanhood no longer presents as exclusively a Victorian style “Cult 
of True Womanhood (Bauer 2017, 86).” Instead, it has adapted to maintain its innocent 
appearance, while being violent in nature under the guise of manipulative notions of love, 
kindness and compassion. These manipulative notions are not true acts, but rather tools to carry 
out the purpose of leading “the army of whiteness (Leonardo 2013; Bauer 2017, 86).” In a “post-
racial America,” a term Bauer uses, one tactic white women enact at historically white 
universities in the South is modern saviorism, which is laced with neoliberal notions of diversity 
(2017, 85). Such allegedly inclusive measures function to center profit for the university rather 
than creating a safer, justice oriented environment for students, faculty and workers of color. 
This could be better achieved through challenging and disrupting the systems of power on which 
the university is founded. However, these diversity measures maintain white dominance (Kreiter 
and Scarrit 2019). While this example of saviorism now takes a multicultural white supremacist 
form, it is still rooted in the same notion of salvation central to the framework white women used 
when spreading colonial violence as missionaries in the 19th century.  Such salvation has never 
and will never work to actually achieve a just or democratic education, instead, it reifies 
whiteness as supreme while pretending to “help” the “other”, i.e. Black and Indigenous students, 
and students of color (Bauer 2017).  
Similar to the tactic of salvation, another key method white women use is the rhetoric of 
love – a form of violence white women have wielded through education. It is not true love, but a 
form of manipulation white womanhood uses as a guise to evade self-reflection on how they also 
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are being oppressive. If, for example, white women are overly loving, caring, protecting or 
emotional towards others, then they are void of taking responsibility for how they also are acting 
oppressively and harmfully (Bauer 2017, 44-46). At the university, my case study of chancellor 
Carol Folt shows an example of how such manipulative love operates as two-fold: (1) the 
framing of the university as a beloved, colorblind site instead of a white supremacist, settler 
colonial institution, and (2) the promotion of safety, care and protection through the reliance on a 
white masculinist violent structure: a militarized campus police force. Creating a liberal narrative 
of the university that is colorblind and a place of love suggests that the most racially violent acts 
can be solved with greater kindness and compassion. Such simplistic responses erase centuries of 
liberation struggles for which oppressed communities have fought. Also dismissed is the Black, 
Indigenous and scholars of colors’ critique on justice oriented responses and frameworks that 
could instead take place at the university. Included in this scholarly critique is a plethora of 
research outlining racial profiling and police brutality on campuses, yet, white women, under the 
claim of care and protection, rely on armed police forces to ensure public safety at the 
university.  
Such tactics, like salvation and manipulative love, are key points Bauer outlines in her 
theorization of benevolent whiteness when examining white women as schoolteachers in 
communities of color. This thesis expands and applies her analysis to the university. However, 
chancellor Carol Folt is only a case study of an extensive history of the violence that middle and 
ruling class white women have righteously enacted throughout the white supremacist, settler 
colonial project of the United States. This research is not meant to point to a concrete solution 
nor does it suggest there is any “right” way for white women to act or perform. White 
womanhood, as a constructed identity, was only created to violently oppress and uphold white 
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supremacist patriarchy. Instead, this work offers a critical analysis on the often-overlooked 
historical violence in mainstream education that white women rest upon. Framing the historically 
white university as a white supremacist settler colonial site allows us to reckon with the reality 
and true implications of the violence intertwined into its structures. By analyzing how white 
women are actors in disseminating and enacting such systemic harm at the institution, we can 
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